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REMARKS 

Applicant acknowledges with appreciation the Examiner's indication that 
claim 10 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. In response to this indication, claim 10 has been 
amended to include the limitations of claim 1. It is believed that claim 10 is now in condition 
for allowance. 

The title of the application stands objected to for lacking descriptiveness. It is 
not clear to Applicant how the title is not descriptive since the claims of the application are 
directed to a liquid crystal display module, which is also the title of the application. 
Accordingly, reconsideration of this objection is requested. Applicant welcomes the 
Examiner's suggestion to overcome this objection. 

Claims 1-7, 9 and 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) for 
anticipation by U.S. Patent Document 2003/0043314 to Lee et al. Claim 8 stands rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) for obviousness from the teachings of the Lee et al. document in 
view of U.S. Patent Document 6,002,582 to Yeager et al. In response to the rejection thereof, 
claim 13 has been amended as shown. 

In the rejection of claim 1, the Examiner equates elements 127 and 128 in the 
Lee et al. document with the indentations 29 shown in Figs. 5 and 6 of the present 
application. However, paragraph 80 and the corresponding figures of the Lee et al. document 
clearly describe and show that reference numbers 127 and 128 are holes , not indentations of 
the type shown in Figs. 5 and 6 of the present application that include no lower edge. Holes 
127 and 128 are shown clearly in the view of top chassis 100 shown in Fig. 1. 

Similarly, in the rejection of claim 1, the Examiner equates reference numbers 
878 and 879 of the Lee et al. document with blocking elements 27 shown in Figs. 5 and 6 of 
the present application having positions corresponding to those of corresponding indentations 
29 for preventing the bottom surface of the second frame from being pressed over the bottom 
surface of the first frame. However, paragraph 80 and the corresponding figures of the Lee et 
al. document disclose that reference numbers 878 and 879 are protuberances that are designed 
to engage holes 127 and 128. Protuberances 878 and 879 are shown on the lower mold frame 
800 shown in Fig. 1 . 



KD5434.DOC 



Page 6 of 7 



Application No. 10/825,462 

Paper Dated: September 19, 2007 

In Reply to USPTO Correspondence of March 19, 2007 

Attorney Docket No. 3744-043931 

As can be seen, the Lee et al. document does not disclose the combination of a 
plurality of indentations and a plurality of blocking elements of the type shown in the present 
application and claimed in claim 1 of the present application. Accordingly, the Lee et al. 
document, either individually or in combination with the Yeager et al. document, cannot 
anticipate claim 1 of the present application, or claims 2-9, 1 1 and 12 dependent therefrom. 

Regarding claim 13, for the reasons discussed above in connection with claim 
1, the Lee et al. and Yeager et al. documents, either individually or in combination, cannot 
anticipate or render obvious claim 13 of the present application. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing amendments and remarks, reconsideration of the 
objection and rejections and allowance of claims 1-13 are requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
THE WEBB LAW FIRM 
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